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EXTENDING THE YOUTH CORRECTIONS ACT TO THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


OcToBER 1, 1951.—Ordered to be printed 


Mr. McCarran, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted 
the following 


REPORT 
(To accompany 5. 1184] 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill 
(S. 1184) to extend the Youth Correction Act to the District of 
Columbia, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon, 
with amendments, and recommends that the bill, as amended, do pass. 

AMENDMENTS 

1. On page 1, line 3, following “‘section 5023” delete ‘(a)’’. 

2. On page 1, after line 12, insert the following: 


‘ 


(b) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed in any wise to amend, repeal, or 
affect the provisions of chapter 403 of this title (the Federal Juvenile Delinquency 
Act), or limit the jurisdiction of the United States courts in the administration 
and enforcement of that chapter except that the powers as to parole of juvenile 
delinquents shall be exercised by the Division. 

(c) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed in any wise to amend, repeal, 
or affect the provisions of the Juvenile Court Act of the District of Columbia 
(chapter 9, title 11 of the District of Columbia Code). 


3. Amend the title so as to read: “A bill to extend the Youth 
Corrections Act to the District of Columbia.’”’ 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the proposed legislation is to amend the Federal 
Youth Corrections Act, chapter 402, title 18, United States Code 
(Public Law 865 of the 81st Cong.) approved September 30, 1950, so 
as to extend its provisions to the District of Columbia. The pro- 
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visions of the Federal Youth Corrections Act are not in dispute. The 
biake question involved herein is whether the act should be applied to 
the District of Columbia. 


PROVISIONS 


By amending section 5023 (Relationship to Probation and Juvenile 
Delinquence) this section provides that nothing in the Federal Youth 
Corrections Act (sec. 2, 64 Stat. 1058, 18 U.S. C. A. see. 5005, sec. 
5024), shall limit or affect the power of any court to suspe nd the 
imposition or execution of any sentence and place a youth offender 
on probation. It is provided that nothing in this chapter is to affect 
the provisions of chapter 231 of title 18 or chapter 1, title 24 of the 
District of Columbia Code, both of which relate to probation. 

The De ‘partment of Justice recommended that section 5023 of the 
Federal Youth Y orrections Act be further amended by adding (b) and 
(c) to this bill, S. 1184; (b) is identical with the present section 5023 
(b) and iia that atkins in the Youth Corrections Act shall 
affect chapter 403 of title 18 (the Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act), 
nor shall it limit the jurisdiction of United States courts in the ad- 
ministration and enforcement of that chapter except that the powers 
as to parole of juvenile delinquents shall be exercised by the Youth 
Corrections Division of the Board of Parole. The paragraph desig- 
nated (c) is new and provides that this chapter shall not affect the 
ee isions of the Juvenile Court Act, chapter 9, title 11 of the District 
of Columbia Code. 

Section 2 of S. 1184 will amend section 5024 of the Youth Correc- 
tions Act to apply its provisions to the District of Columbia, unless 
the youth offender is convicted under any law of the U nited States 
not applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia. This amend- 
ment further provides that the Youth Corrections Act shall apply 
to other youth offenders convicted in the District of Columbia to the 
extent authorized under section 5025. 

Section 3 (a) of S. 1184 amends chapter 402 of title 18, United 
States a to add two new sections, namely section 5025 (applica- 
bility to District of Columbia prisoners) and 5026 (parole of other 
offe a ‘rs not affected). Section 5025 authorizes the District of Co- 
lumbia to provide its own facilities and personnel or to contract with 
the Director for treatment and rehabilitation of committed youth of- 
fenders who have been convicted under any law of the United States 
applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia. While undergo- 
ing treatment a committed youth offender is subjected to all the pro- 
visions of this chapter as though convicted of offenses not applicable 
exclusively to the District of Columbia. 

Section 5026 provides that the duties, power, and authority of the 
Board of Parole, or of the Board of Parole of the District of Colum- 
bia shall not be affected by anything in this chapter, with respect to 
the parole of United States prisoners or prisoners convicted in the 
District of Columbia who are not held to be committed youth 
offenders on juvenile delinquents. 

Section 3 (b) of S. 1184 repeals section 3 (b) of the Federal Youth 
Corrections Act, which related to the Board of Parole. Though 
repealed here the provisions of 3 (b) are now contained in section 5026. 

Section 4 of S. 1184 amends the analysis of chapter 402 of title 18 
of the United States Code to include the section number and descrip- 
tion of the two new sections added by this bill. 
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There is and has been no objection to the Federal Youth Corrections 
Act, as such, and the provisions of this act are not in daamat . The 
only question which is now presented is whether the provisions of the 
Federal Youth Corrections Act should be extended to the District of 
Columbia. The report on the Youth Corrections Act accompanying 
S. 2609, Kighty-first Congress, first session, is nonetheless incorporated 
by reference and made a part of this report. The transcript of the 
hearings, taken October 5, 6, and 7, 1949, before the subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary on S. 1114 and S. 2609 in the 
Kighty-first Congress, 1s likewise incorporated by reference. 


REASONS THAT THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WAS EXCLUDED I ) 
FEDERAL YOUTH CORRECTIONS ACT 


\t the hearings before a subcommittee of this committee in the 
Kighty-first Congress, first session, Bolitha J. Laws, Chief Judge of 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia testified 
in regard to the Federal Youth Corrections Act as follows: 


[ want to say to you that, much to my unhappiness, the Distric 
where I operate, is not included I want to tell the reason why. 

There is no doubt that we want it; but, as vou know, Senator [Kilgore] we have 
a relation to the District Commissioners here and very serious budgetary problems 
are involved We have a separate Parole Board, and if we undertook t6 include 
the District of Columbia in the bill we were afraid at this time it would have to 
go before the Commissioners and the District Committees of the House and 


Senate, and perhs.ps it would be necessary to consult the Board of Trade and deal 
with the Parole Board. 

If the time ever comes, as we hope it will, that this bill is adopted throughout 
the country, | promise you I am going to have no effort unbended o own 
part to get it applicable to the District of Columbia. 

We want it here, and I think the Judicial Conference of the Unit States 
wants us to have it. It was simply a budgetary problem, and there was the 
additional consideration that we want to get the bill passed And that is the 


only reason that the District of Columbia has been left out. 
OBJECTIONS ELIMINATED 


As stated by Judge Laws the former objections to including the 
District of Columbia under the provisions of the Youth Corrections 
Act may be summarized as follows: (1) a serious budgetary problem 
would arise; (2) the method of sentencing convicted persons in the 
District of Columbia is different from that used in other district 
courts; and (3) the District of Columbia has a separate Parole Board. 
These objections will be considered in inverse order. 

The problems which give rise to all three objections arise from the 
singular position of the District of Columbia. Crimes committed in 
the District of Columbia, though against the United States and though 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal courts, are of two different 
types. One group of crimes apply to the whole United States and 
may be prosecuted in any applicable district court. The other group 
may only be prosecuted in the courts of the District of Columbia, 
as these laws apply only to “ge one area. 

In regard to the District of Columbia’s separate Parole Board, 
section 5024 as amended cies with sections 5025 and 5026 (created 
by S. 1184) applies the Federal Youth Corrections Act to youth 
offenders (those under 22 years) committed in the District of Columbia 
under any law of the United States which is not applicable exclusively 
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to the District of Columbia. The Youth Corrections Act is likewise 
applied to youth offenders convicted under laws of the United States 
which are applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia to the 
extent authorized by section 5025. Section 5025 authorizes the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to provide its own facilities and personnel or to 
contract with the Bureau of Prisons for the care of youth offenders 
convicted under any laws of the United States applicable exclusively 
to the District of Columbia. Section 5025 contains an additional 
feature to insure the control of youth offenders convicted under laws 
of the United States which are applicable solely to the District of 
Columbia. Consequently, while undergoing treatment, a youth of- 
fender is made subject to all of the provisions of the act as though 
convicted of offenses not applicable exclusively to the District. Sec- 
tion 5026 retains the duties, power, and authority of the Board of 
Parole (under this act) and the Board of Parole of the District of 
Columbia with respect to the parole of persons who are not committed 
youth offenders or juvenile delinquents. Furthermore, the laws of 
the District of Columbia relating to probation (ch. 1, title 24 of the 
District of Columbia Code) and juveniles (ch. 9, title 11 of the Juvenile 
Court Act of the District of Columbia Code) are retained intact. 
Similarly, the laws of the United States relating to probation (the 
act of June 25, 1910, ch. 433, 36 Stat. 864) and juveniles (ch. 403 of 
title 18, Federal Juvenile Delinquency Act) are retained intact. 

Consequently, the legal problems inherent in integrating the two 
systems have been surmounted in regard to the Parole Board. 

Section 5023 of this bill in regard to sentencing specifically provides 
that a court may suspend the imposition or execution of any sentence 
and place a youth offender on probation. As has already been noted, 

both the laws of the United States and the laws of the United States 
applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia in regard to pro- 
bation and juvenile de linquents are expressly retained. ‘onsequently, 
no legal problem arises in the method of sentencing youth offenders. 

The remaining objec tion to including the District of Columbia under 
the Federal Youth Corrections Act is a budgetary one. Since this 
bill only authorizes the extension of the provisions of this act, the 
details of the budgetary problem should await the necessary appro- 
priations measure. But the information presently available indi- 
cates that the cost will be relatively small. The statement of James 
V. Bennett, Director, Bureau of Prisons, made in relation to the 
Federal Youth Corrections Act, as finally enacted, included the fol- 
lowing: 

Perhaps it is time for me to come to the question of costs on this bill, Senator 
(Kilgore). I submitted to you a little chart which outlines the manner in which 
this would be set up. We think we can operate this bill without adding any 
additional institutional facilities at all. We can adopt our existing institutions 
to serve this purpose. We will have to change them slightly, change the character 
of the personnel, but we think we will need no new additional large-scale 
expenditures. 

* * + * + + + 

I have been over it (the cost problem) carefully and have tried to estimate the 
extent to which the court will use this act. I feel quite certain that within the 
next 8 years we will not have to increase the cost of our staffs in these institutions 
in excess of $100,000. 

In addition to providing these diagnostic classification centers, we will have 
to provide the salaries of the members of the youth division plus stenographic, 
clerical and traveling expenses. We estimate that will come to approximately 
$185,000 the first year. 
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Allowing for certain contingencies and so on, I cannot see that this bill in the 
next 10 years will cost us more than $200,000 per year. The immediate cost for 
the next vear will be $85,000. The added cost will be another $100,000 when 
the procedure is fully operative. 

Senator KiLe —. It is that much per annum? 

Mr. BENNETT. That is right. 

Senator > sighs The estimate is that by the end of 5 years it will run around 
$185,000 a year over and above what the present Parole Board now costs? 

Mr. Bennetr. That is correct, over and above what Parole Board and insti- 
tutional operations now cost. 


It should be obvious, then, that in applying the act to the District 
of Columbia, insofar as convictions under the laws of the United 
States are concerned, the total cost will be increased only a fractional 
part of the figure quoted by Mr. Bennett. As far as the cost incident 
to the treatment of convictions under laws of the United States 
applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia, the report of the 
special committee of the American Bar Association on improving 
the administration of justice in the District of Columbia includes 


the following: 
G. COST FACTORS 


When Public Law 865 (Federal Youth verre ctions Act) was under study by 
the House of Representatives before its passage in September 1950, Mr. Walter 
stated in his report on the bill that many persons otherwise favorably inclined 
toward the legislation hesitated to recommend it because of the possib le prohibitive 
expense. The Director of the Federal Bureau of Prisons testified, however, that 
the Youth Correction Division could be developed at relatively small expense 
in the neighborhood of $100,000 for the Federal Bureau of Prisons during the 
next several years. It follows that if the expense of the Bureau of Prisons will 
be relatively small, relatively little expense would be placed against the District 
of Columbia. 

The District of Columbia has always utilized the facilities of the Federal 
Government in the confinement of a portion of its criminals sentenced in the 
District of Columbia. Under existing laws, the Attorney General of the United 
States may designate a Federal institution in which persons convicted in the 
District of Columbia courts may be confined. Under these laws also, the District 
of Columbia reimburses the Federal Government for those prisoners cared for in 
the Federal institutions on a per capita rate based on the cost of keeping a prisoner 
in the institution. At the present time, approximately 450 District prisoners 
are confined in institutions of the Federal Government, for which the District 
makes reimbursement at an annual rate of approximately $600,000. Of the 
total District prisoners in Federal institutions, approximately 65 are youthful 
offenders and are confined at the United States Federal Reformatory at Chillicothe, 
Ohio. For the boarding of these youthful offenders the District now pays ap- 
proximately $65,000. During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, 33 youthful 
offenders in the District of Columbia were transferred to the institution at Chilli- 
cothe. During the year ending June 30, 1949, 22 were so transferred, and for the 
year ending June 30, 1948, 25 were so transferred. In addition to the youthful 
offenders of the District designated to Chillicothe, for the past 6 years an average 
of approximately 86 youthful offenders under the age of 22 years have been trans- 
ferred to the reformatory at Lorton. The following table presents these transfers 
on a yearly basis: 


Year White Negro Total 


1945 11 46 57 
1946 2 75 a8 
1947 14 64 78 
1948 26 93 119 
1949 12 74 R6 
1950 15 65 gO 


It is, of course, impossible to predict the number of young offenders who would 
be committed to the Youth Division by the courts. It can be speculated, how- 
ever, that the number may be approximately 100. This number includes the 
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total number now being transferred to Lorton Reformatory plus the average of 
25 which have been heretofore transferred to Chillicothe, 

Some indication of the cost to the District, should its youthful offenders be 
committed to the Youth Correction Division, can be gained by comparing the 
cost of maintaining the inmates at Lorton Reformatory and the cost at the 
United States Federal Reformatory at Chillicothe. For the last fiscal year the 
daily per capita rate at Lorton Reformatory was approximately $2.86. The 
cost at Chillicothe was approximately $3.21, a difference of 55 cents per day, 
or approximately $200 per year. 

Information has been secured from the Department of Corrections, District of 
Columbia, that of the 200-odd inmates now confined at the United States Peni- 
tentiaries at Atlanta and Leavenworth, a number of them could be handled at 
the reformatory at Lorton. Therefore, if a percentage of the youthful offenders 
who are now transferred to the reformatory at Lorton should be designated for 
confinement in the institutions under the Federal Bureau of Prisons, space would 
be made available at Lorton for the return of selected inmates from the peni- 
tentiaries at Atlanta and Leavenworth. The expenditure which the District 
is now making for the support of those prisoners at Atlanta and Leavenworth 
could then be applied against the support of the vouthful offenders committed 
to.the Youth Correction Division. 


CONCLUSION 

This act has been hailed by judges, lawyers, and workers in the correctional 
field as one of the most forthright and powerful steps ever taken by this Nation 
in the furtherance of criminal justice. It is the opinion of the special committee 
appointed by Judge Laws the objections originally raised against the applicability 
have been overcome by the enactment of the provisions of Senate bill 1184. It 
is hoped that the Commissioners for the Nation’s Capital will endorse this pro- 
posed bill and actively urge its enactment before Congress. 

Since the introduction of S. 1184 the question of extending the 
Youth Corrections Act to the District of Columbia has been given 
intensive consideration by the Judicial Conference of the United 
States, the Department of Justice, the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia, and representatives of the District of Columbia special 
committee of the American Bar Association on improving the admin- 
istration of justice. All of these organizations and the Bureau of the 
Budget have approved the bill with the amendments suggested by 
the Department of Justice discussed herein and set out in that Depart- 
ment’s letter quoted below. 

Since the technical difficulties incident to including the District of 
Columbia under the provisions of the Federal Youth Corrections Act 
have been eliminated, it is felt that there is no reason to exclude that 
area from the provisions of that act. The desire of judges to have a 
new alternative method of sentencing and treating persons under 
22 vears of age, has been almost universal. The theory behind this 
act is to provide a means whereby youthful offenders may be separated 
from hardened criminals so that corrective treatment may take 
effect before it is too late. It is with this purpose in mind that the 
committee recommends that this bill be favorably considered. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 23, 1951. 
Hon. Pat McCarran, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: This is in response to your request for the views of the 
Department of Justice relative to the bill (S. 1184) to extend the Youth Correction 
Act to the District of Columbia. 

Section 1 of this bill would amend section 5023 (a) of title 18, United States 
Code, so as to provide that nothing in the Federal Youth Corrections Act shall 
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limit or affect the power of any court to suspend the imposition or execution 
of any sentence and place a youth offender on probation or be construed in any 
wise to amend, repeal, or affect the provisions of the act of June 25, 1910 (ch. 
433, 36 Stat. 864), as amended, (ch. 1, title 24, of the D. C. Code), relative to pro- 
bation in the District of Columbia. 

Section 2 would amend section 5024 of title 18, so as to extend the application 
of the Federal Youth Corrections Act to youth offenders convicted in the District 
of Columbia of offenses under any law of the United States not applicable exclu- 
sively to the District of Columbia, and to other youth offenders convicted in the 
District to the extent authorized under section 5025 of the Federal Youth Corree- 
tions Act, as proposed in section 3 of the bill. 

Section 3 (a) of the bill would amend the Federal Youth Corrections Act by 
adding at the end thereof, two new sections to be designated respectively as 
section 5025 and section 5026. 

The proposed section 5025 would authorize the District of Columbia either to 
provide its own facilities and personnel or to contract with the Director of the 
Bureau of Prisons for the treatment and rehabilitation of committed youth offend- 
ers convicted of offenses under any law of the United States applicable exclusively 
to the District of Columbia. It would also provide that such committed vouth 
offenders shall be subject to all of the provisions of the act as though convicted 
of offenses not applicable exclusively to the District. 

The proposed section 5026 would specifically provide that nothing in the 
Federal Youth Corrections Act shall be construed as repealing or modifving the 
duties, power, or authority of the Board of Parole, or of the Board of Parole of 
the District of Columbia, with respect to the parole of prisoners who are not 
committed youth offenders or juvenile delinquents. 

Subsection (b) of section 3 of the bill would repeal section 3 (b) of the Federal 
youth Corrections Act, the terms of which would be incorporated in the proposed 
section 5026 of the act. 

Section 4 of the bill would merely provide for the amendments made necessary 
to the analysis of chapter 402 of title 18 by the addition of sections 5025 and 5026 
to that chapter. 

The District of Columbia was excluded from the coverage of the Federal Youth 
Corrections Act only because it was though that the District would have some 
difficulty in budgeting the attendant expense. Further study, however, has 
convinced those interested in the program that there would be very little, if any, 
additional expense involved, while the application of the act would offer an 
alternative remedy for the treatment and rehabilitation of many of the 300 
District prisoners under the age of 22, who are now serving sentences. 

The Department of Justice urges the enactment of this measure, but recom- 
mends in the interest of clarity that it be amended by deleting the ‘‘(a)”’ on line 3 
of page 1, and adding to section 1 of the bill, after line 12, the following: 

“(b) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed in any wise to ae nd, repeal, 
or affect the provisions of chapter 403 of this title (the Federal Juvenile Delin- 
quency Act), or limit the jurisdiction of the United States courts in the admin- 
istration and enforcement of that chapter except that the powers as to parole 
of juvenile delinquents shall be exercised by the Division. 

“‘(c) Nothing in this chapter shall be — ‘din any wise to amend, repeal, 
or affect the provisions of the Juvenile Court Act of the District of Columbia 
(ch. 9, title 11 of the District of Coln nbia Code).’ 

It will be observed that the parsgrape designated “(b)”" is identical with 
present section 5023 (b) and that the paragraph designated ‘‘(c)’’ is new. 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget has advised that A is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Yours sincerely, 
Peyton Forp, 
De putly Attorne y Genera 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 
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Sec. 5023. (a) Nothing in this chapter shall limit or affect the power of any 
court to suspend the imposition or execution of any sentence and place a youth 
offender on probation or be construed in any wise to amend, repeal, or affect 
the provisions of chapter 231 of this title or the Act of June 25, 1910 (ch. 438, 36 
Stat. 864), as amended (ch. 1, title 24, of the D. of C. Code), both relative to probation. 

(b) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed in any wise to amend, repeal, or 
affect the provisions of chapter 403 of this title (the Federal Juvenile Delinquency 
Act), or limit the jurisdiction of the United States Court in the administration and 
enforcement of thal chapter except that the powers as to parole of juvenile delinquents 
shall be exercised by the Division. 

(c) Nothing in this chapter shall be construed in any wise to amend, repeal, or 
affect the provisions of the Juvenile Court Act of the District of Columbia (chapter 9, 
tetle 11 of the District of Columbia Code). 

Sec. 5024. WHERE APPLICABLE.—This chapter shall apply to the continental 
United States other than [the District of Columbia and] Alaska, and to youth 
offenders convicted in the District of Columbia of offenses under any law of the United 
States not applicable exclusively to such District, and to other youth offenders con- 
victed in the District to the extent authorized under section 5028. 

Sec. 6025. Appticaritiry To District oF CoLuMBIA PRISONERS.—The Dis- 
trict of Columbia is authorized either to provide its own facilities and personnel or 
to contract with the Director for the treatment and rehabilitation of committed youth 
offenders convicted of offenses under any law of the United States applicable exclusively 
to the District. Wherever undergoing treatment such committed youth offenders shall 
be subject to all the provisions of this chapter as though convicted of offenses not 
applicable exclusively to the District. 

Sec. 5026. PAROLE OF OTHER OFFENDERS NOT AFFECTED.—WNothing in this 
chapter shall be construed as repealing or modifying the duties, power, or authority 
of the Board of Parole, or of the Board of Parole of the District of Columbia, with 
respect to the parole of United States prisoners, or prisoners convicted in the District 
of Columbia, respectively, not held to be committed youth offenders or juvenile 
delinquents. 

(b) Section 3 (b) of the Act of September 30, 1950 (ch. 1115, 64 Stat. ——), 
relating to the Board of Parole is repealed. 


Section 3 (b) which will be repealed by the above-mentioned pro- 


visions provides: 


{Nothing in chapter 402 of title 18 of the United States Code shall be con- 
strued as repealing or modifying the duties, power, or authority of the Board of 
Parole with respect to the parole of United States prisoners not held to be com- 
mitted youth offenders or juvenile delinquents. ] 
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